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ABSTRACT
Students who were candidates for teacher

certification at the University of Wisconsin -Plattaville were
administered the Bogardus $ocial DiStanceScale to determine the
effect of a state mandated human relations course on-their attitudes
toward ethnic and racial jtoups. The scale'ws administered, to these
'students and three control groups which'incliided general .

aderclassmen, nan+education major seniors, and education major
seniors. The scores of these groups were com?ared among the groups
and also with a 1956 survey by Emory Bogardus. A high/degree of
agreement was found between the student samples and the Bogardus,
sample. AmosIgthe student samples two patterns emerged. First, mean
scores declined between a sample of*one underclaqsmen and one of
non-education Ajor seniors. Second,. mean scores declined between. the
underclassmen, sale and the human relations pretest sample, declined
further between e human relations pretest and human relations
posttest, but then increased between -the Moan relations pbsttest and
the senior educaiod major sample. A high tegree,of'agreement
found among .the scores Of a4 of the student samples. An analysis of
variance of, the means'for the racial and ethnic groups included, in
the scale suggested that the human relations program does produce
measurably lower social.aistances,among its students. (Author/APf
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:In the Fall of 1979, I serendipitously began a projectAo tesi'the
.

t

effects of a class I teacheach on students' attitudes towards several ethnic, racial

and sexual groups. .This paper traces the course of that project. It is

divided into several sections. I place.`the project within a context of the

Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction's requiretnents for programs to

increase beginning teachers' awareness of the,multi7ethnic character of

our society. The actions of the College of Education of the Universijy of

Wisconsin-.Platteville to implement such a program are next sketched in. This

is followed by a discussion of Bogardus's Social DiStance Scale, data

from the administration 'of that scaleto five samples drawn among the

students of the University at Platteville; and various analyses of those data.
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THE WI HUMAN RELATIONS REQUIREM4

2

In 1972 the Department of Publie Instruction (DPI) of the'State of Wisconsin

. y
Greeted a new requirement' or students preparing for initial certification In

.

,education (Wis. Adm. Code [1972] section PI 3.03(1)). This addition to the

certification requirements, which was to take effect in 1973, stated that

"Preparation in human relations, including intergroup relations, shall bef5

included in programs for all professional-school personnel required to hold
1 ,

an initial license. Institutions of higher-education shall provide evidence

that preparation in human relations, including Intergroup relations, is an

integral part of programs leading to the initial license..." (Wis. Adm. Code

,[1980] section PI 3.107(b)). The "human relations requirement"'wag designed

to guarantee that licensed, teachers have an inctedsed understanding of the lk

"values , life styles, and contributions of racial, cultural and economic'

prejudicegroups in American society" and of the "forces of racism, prejudice and

discrimination in Amei-ican life (Wis. Adm. Code [1980] sectionPI 3,07(b)Lb
. _

. and c). Further, the programs designed to meet the requArement were to grye
4

prospective teachers "opportunities to examine their own attitudes and

, -

feelings 4bout issues-of rpism, prejudice and discrimination" which would lead

to the "development of attitudes.i." appropriate to teaching.proIessiona

(Wis. Adm. Code [1980] PI 3.07(b)1.d and a).

As Dr: Harold Hutcheson, then Vice-Chanceller'of the University of
*

.

Wisconsin-Platteville, later put it, neither'the DPI nor the UniveiSity

"wanted to .send out people who were racists. "' Thus while the primary focus

of the "human relations, requirement" was,cognitive,emphasizing knowledge;

stndy, analysis, examinatioy and evaluation, the requirement has always

included, an attitudinal, affectiv&com ponelkt Not 'only were,potential

t
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teachers to understand the forces -of.discrimination, but they were also to

/1
"develop" their attitudes, lessening their own prejudices and increasing their

acceptance of others.

THE UWP HUMAN RELATIONS PROGRAM

The faculty oftie'College of Education of the University. of Wisconsin-

Platteville (UWP) moved .quickly to implement 'a.program to meet ale DPI's

requirement in human relations. Prompted by'Dr. Hutcheson, then also Dean

of tke College of. Education, a plan was submitted to DPI on June 5, 1972

(Hutcheson, 1972). The UWP human relations. 'program,' which has remained

largely unchanged sin 1972, requires each student majoring in education to

complete a package of three courses. Each stuchnt must take Teachillg 322,

Educatiorrin a Multicultural Society (2 credits); Sociology 323, Hwman

'Relations (3 credits); and one of thk f011owing three courses: English 303,

Black Literature in America (3 credits); History 304, the Black Experience in

America (2 credits); or History 322, Ethnic And Minority History (2 credits)

(Undergraduate Catalog: 84).

The human relations program at UWP was approved by the DPI in April,

1

1974 (Rodman, 1974). It was the first in the state to gain DPI approval and

1
remains, according to Jackie Johnson, Associate'Director of Teacher Education,

DPI,'''"one of the strongest programs being, offered" (Johnson, 1980).

AN ACC)DENTAL RESEARCH PROJECT

The DPI human relations requirAment has been existence for 8 years.

Progrns implementing the requirement have been in existence for at least 7-,.

years. The DPI requires each program to be evaluated and submitted to the .

DPIor approval. But few evaluations of these programs around the state have

been,reported-in the scholarly literature. This paper reports on a project

3
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to test the effect of One program on students' attitudes toward various
.

racial, ethnic and sexual minority group. The origins of this project are
-o

/
largely accidental, so I should take a moment to tra ce its history.

-

I have been teaching Sociology 323, Human Relations, at UWP since fall

/semester, 1977. WhileI have long wondered if the course had any effects on '

,students4 attitudes, I had made no attempt to measure such effects. Rather,

Ai had relied on measures of students' cognitive and analytic skills. In the

fall of 1979, I.decidedto use Emory Bogardus's Social Distance Scale

'(Bogardus,. 1933) as a way ofdemonstating.to my students a method for
4

measuring prejudice. At the beginning of a class eArly, in the semester, I

r handed out mimeographed copies of a revised Social Distance Scale (See Figure 1,

page 5), read the instructions, promised anonymity, and asked the students to

fill out the scale. I'gave no other description of the scale, but waited for

the students to finish andreturn the questionnaires to me. As I collected

-"the questionnaires, I was surpiised to notice much greater variations among the

student responses than I had expected. Although I was convinced that racism,

sexism and ethnic prejudices remained an important problem in our society, I

had assumed that upper-division university students in Wisconsin would report

low social distances between themselves and various racial, gthnic and sexual

groups. At the Moment I saw the returned questionnaires, I decided to use

the just-completed questipnaires.as somethpng more than a teaching tool. We

were only about threeweeks into the semester. So, I decided, I would use

these data'as a pre-test measure of my studentsr and would administer the

6

same scale at the end of the semester as a post-test. I would use the Social

Distance Scale ds a way to measure the effects of my course on_students' attitudes

towards members of various groups. Thds, I did not discuss the Bogardus scale

with my students, but move on to another topic. Latertat day, I adminis-

tered th& scalelto my other Human ationsclass, with the same instructions.
.



4.1

.

1.
ft

6

4 s,

Figure 1. Social Distance Scale Initrument, Revised from Krout, 1943.

4

Directions: Place one check to.-..lendicate the closest degree to which you would

be willing to admit a member of each of the groups listed below. Make 'sure that

yoUr reactions are to each race or ethnic group aa_a,whole, not to'the best or
worse members you may have known.

1. Close knship by marriage / '5. Speaking aquaintance only
2 Membership in my club 6. Citizenship.in my country
3. As neighbors' on my street 7. As visitors, to my country only
4. Work beside in an office 8. Exclude from my country

SCORE
2 , 6 7 8

5

.

1. Italian:\

. -,

.

...-

,

.

,

'2. Jewish - .

.

\ -

3. Korean
4

4. Canadian .
. ..,_

5. Chieano ,

.

.

.
.

6-. Indian's ftot

India

.. .

.

IrS

7. Turk
. . .

8. Polish .

.

,

9. Black -.

.
.

. ,

.

.

10. Chinese .

. V

11. German

12 Native American
Indians ,

. V

.

13. Czech . .

14. Puerto Rican
1

15. Ghanian g

. -'
16. Homosexual , .

.

,

17. English

18. ,Pyrenian

1
....

19. Pakistani
.

:

.

20. Russian

_

1'
.,

21. Japanese ) , ".

22. Australian
. .

-

.

23. Hawaiian
.

24. Greek

,

25. Vietnamese ,

. 4,-
t

26. Venezuelan

.

'

.

4
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MID-STREAM METHODOLOGP"
. .,

Later, in my office, I thougHt-furtAer about my piroject: If there were . t .

. ,

a meastrable diminution of reported.social distancsoVer the period of a
.

- %

semester, 'there were also three factors' other thari participation in my course

that could be highly probable explanations of that reduction. First, the

reduction could be a function of maturation or history. Second, the reduction

,

could be an effect of the lib eral education affordeci by the university.. Third,

the reductiori could be an 'effect of the liberal edcaticici affarded,by the

University.' ThiYd, the reduction could be produced by the general professionsal

training offered by theme College of Education. To control for these three

factors, I gave the Social Distance Scale'to three other samples of UWP students.

For the first control group, I passed.4 scale out to a class in the Principles

of Sociology. This group of students was predominantly (80%) freshmen and

sophomores (See Table 1). *I.then chose two groups which were precLominntly

a

Table 1. Summary Comparison by Academic Class Coinposition of Five,Samples
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'00
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'00 1-1
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..
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Group 1, Principles o'f" 18 38 20 42 2 4 3 6 1, 2 4 8 So So 48

Sociology

Group ,2, Psychology - - - -
4

1 5 21 95 - r 22

of Human ,

I SexUality .

,

Group 3, Education - - 1 4, - - 20 87 2 9 - - Sr Sr 23

Evaluation

Group 4, Human Relations 2 4. 13 25 19 37 13 25 2 4 3 6 Jr Jr 52

Pre-test 4E-

Group 5, Humhn Relations r - 4 7 23 40 20 35 8 ,14 2 3 Jr St 57

Post-test ' '

' Source: 1979 IJIWP quetionnaire data.

,



0

over - representation 'of majors ih the C611ege of Arts and Sciences. This group

r
,was 95%,seniors. The third control 'group consisted, exclively of education

majors, and was 96% seniors or graduate students. Most of the members of

7

seniors. The second control group, a class in the Psychology of Humah.Sexuality,
?-

was widely represedtative of all, the majors offered by the University, with an
*".

this class had completed thetHuman Relations clads. The students in,the two

}Moan RelationS classes were predominantly juniors (36% and-40%), with nearly

equal but,Smaller percentaOs of sophomores (25% and'7%) and Seniors (25% and

35%).. I thus gathered data from seven samples (two sections of HumaF Relations,

pre-test and post-test; one of Principles of Sociology; one of Psychology of

.

Human Sexuali ; one of Edpcational Evaluation). III the adalysii of the data,

df eliminated one of- the pre-tests and one of the post-tests from 'the Human a

Relations sections. 'The pre-test and the post-test thus come from samples

that approximate independence. The elimination of those two sections'left five

samples'for the analysis. Table 1 provides a summary comparivon of the final

fivesamples.

The Social Distance Scale was administered to the three control groups

within one week of the pre-teat in the Human Relations classes. The post --
. ,

to wasigathered from the Human Relations' classes during the last week of ..., ,..-

. r v
.

,

f
n semester.. ', )

.
1

, The
.

five samples are located at several diffent points in the carers of

.

,

r

Alb
students at ItIP. The sample from the Principles of Sociology glass tapresents

f

underclassmen, fairly early in their career, meeting their general univergity

social science requirements,. As such, these tudents are fairly edprgeptative
4Y

of most pndereassmen at the university. The .age percentage of freshmen

and sophqmores in this sample would indicate that effects by their majors oiTtheir

attitudes would be minimal. The students.in the Psychologyof Hypan.Sexuality

4

.11



c V

8

.-
are in the last. two gamesters of their undergraduate work. But like theti.
Principles&ofSociology, this c12is used by most participants to fulfill

their general uniVerLtY requirements, so includes representatives of most

majorSon campus. Thektudents in,Educational Evaluation are entirely education

majors, at.theend of their professional training in-education. The students

in Hum'an Relations are generally somewhat earlier intheir careers. The five

samples tAqs provide pointi in a temporal and.a career.model. This modelis

depicted in Figure 2.

''`Figure 2. Temporal and'Vocational'Model of.the Five Samples

Academic Freshman/Sophomore
Clash

Group 1: Principles of.Sociology

Group 2: Psychology of Human Sexuality

Group 3: Human Relations, pre-test
Group 4: Human Relations, post-test
Group 5:, Educational Evaluation

The five samples thus, allow us to test several diffeient points in

model. We can compare the underclagsmen's scores with those of the non-education

'seniors; this comparison should' indicate either the effects of maturation or

,

history or the effects orliberal education on students' social distance scores.

ut

t

th e is no way to Aistinguish whether any change in tht scores is a.

I
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product of education or of hislOry.) We can compare the scores'of the two'

groups of.seniois to test the effects of majoring specifically in education

on students' social dikance'scores. This comparison also provides an

I - .
.

.

indirect test of the effects of the entire human relations program on social

distance.) IWe can compare the pre-test and post-test groups of students'in

the Human Relations course to indicate the effects of that course on social

distance. ThiS comparison provides one direct test of the effeCtivenessof
'A

'UWP:s human relations program.

A NOTE ON THE.SOCIAL DISTANCE SCALE

The Social Distanct Scale developed by Emory S. Bogardus in 1925 (Bogardus,

1925) is'one of the oldest and most widely used measures of the degree of social

acceptance that exists between given persons and certain social groups (See Figure

1). The scale is simple, quick and easy to administer,. The scale's validity 'is

based, first, on inter-judge agreement on the items of the scale (Bogardus; 1933);-

second, by its agreement With "other scales that in certain particulars are more

exact".(Newcomb, 1955:158);.and on its "perfect...hierarchica/ unidimensionl.

set of items" required by Guttmann scale analysis (Campbell, 1952:323).

A simple, reliable method of scoring the Scale is to count the numbers of
_

the "nearest" (lowest) column that is checked. That is if one seeks the distance

,quotient for a specific_ group, them the arithmetic mean of the total number of

nearest columns that are cheCked by all the subjects for each race is obtained

(Miller, 1977:261). This is the method I used.

The'scaie in this project is based on Krout'sscalewitliaight response-
_

categories (1943:342).

ANALYSIS OF THE DATA: 19'56 and 1979

,As a firststep in understanding the social distance scopes of my respondents,.

11
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I decided to compare heir scores with those reported by Bogardus himself. In

1.956,Bogardus conducted the third of a sftrieeof decennial social distance
diu

surveys (Bogardus, 1958). His 1956 sampleincluded 2053 respondentsT.Mostly

a

10 of

4n the,18-35 agk-range from across the Wptted Sttes. ThoUgh his sample is'not.

directly comparable to mine, a comparisonmay be illustrative. Bagardus's

'1956 questionnaire listed 30 racial and ethnic groups; my questionnaire listed

26 racial, ethnic and sexual groups. Only 17 groups are on both my instrument

and Bogardus's. Here, I will.consider only those 17 overlapping groups. gEnce

, Bogardus does not list the frequencies nor variances for the items on his

questionnaire, we can compare only the mean social distances. 'Nevertheless, an

examination is instructive. The means for the 17 ethnic and social groups by

the Bogardus sample and my. five samples are giVen in Table.2 (Page 11),

The grand mean social distance of the 17 groups from Bogardus's 2053

respondents is 2.22. This is much lower than the grand mean social distance

of these groups from the 46 UWP underclissmen; theirgran mean equals 3.139.
44

.

The means for the individual gr ups by Bogardus's respondents range from a

low of 1.16 for Canadians to a high of 2.83 for ,Koreans. Xhe UW.i. underclassmeri

give Germans the lowest Mean'(1.9.78) and_ Indians from India the highest (3.913).
.

It appears that...the students from'my underclaSsmensample report greater social

distance in 1979 than did Bogardus's respondentsin 1956-: Has the level of

rejudice iticreased ii"the last-28-years?

A comparison of the means of the 1956 respondents and of UWP 1979 seniors

in the Psychology of Human Sexuality also gives unexpected results. The grand

,means social distance in 1956 (2.22) is lower than that of 1979 seniors (2.467).

The results are somewhat more encouraging when the 1956 sample is compared to the

senior educatton majors. The education majors produce a slightly lower, gSandle

mean (2.072 compared to 2.22). It is rather puzzling, though, that the students

.1

4
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. (Table 2.

*
I

I

a

d

Mean Social Distance Scores.froi 17 Racial and Ethntc Groups b
Bogai-Ous's Sample (1456) and.51.WP Samples, (19779 .

tI

1 .

t.TING GROUP

RACIAL'

AND ETHNIC
GROUP '.

BOgar,dus

1956

.."
-Gtoup.1
Principles ''

of Sociology'

Group ??'

Psychology
of Human
Sexuality

x
Group 3
EduCational
E.Vaatia On

_Group 4
Humint

-Relatiops

',Pre-test

4101

'Group
Human '

....RelatiOni

Post-test
Canadians .

.:

English., .-

.

Germans r

Italians
.

Poles
0. a

Greeks.

JawsFws .

t . e._

.

Czechs
t _

.

Japanese '

Native Ameridans

Chicanos

Turlit
1

0

Russians

Chinese

Blacks
4
r

Indians(India)

Koreans: .

1,1-6

o ...,

' 1.23
.

.i

1.61

r.89

.

2.07

.2.09'

2.15

2.22

'2.34

'2.35

r 2.51

2.52

2.56

2.0
.

2.74

2.80

0
2.83

.

.

.

.

.

.2.369'

2.044

1..178
-.:

2.178

3.877

2.581

3.22.2'.

2.867

. .

3.432

.681

3.756'

4.000

3.795

.3:78

3.378

3.91-3

3.818
..,

,

.

.-

'

1.7123

1.429 .;

1.864
.

2.000

3.708

2.081
.

.

2.318

2.136

I*

2.636

2.364

,

3.045

3.091,-.....

2.681 r

2.714

2.409

. -

-3.09/

2.5a0

1.22 ,

1.190

1.34
.

\t, 1.652

4.091

1.870

.

2.087

1..864
40-`

1.66,7 ,

1.652

2,. 565

2:652
.

2.348

2.043

2.130

2.62---0

2.174

..`-

i.

.

.1;440
.

. 1:096

.160

.280

1.150'

.

1.551

r" 2.280

i

1.804'

2.300

--*

-k2 .`906

2:400

2.392

2.417

2:200'

2.408

2.460

\

.

.

'

.

.

1.'160

1.140

1,123

1.280

1.403

1.828

1.754

1.661

,

1.$00

1.526

2.018

2.250
..

2.035

1.982
,

1.9114

2.070,

"1.927

Grand Mean 222

N 2053

NV-

3.n9

),46

2.467

22

2:072

23

0

,*

.915
i ,

*2

mot 1.698

57
*

Sour: Bogardus (1958:135); 11.979 UWP questionnaire data."

* The ethnic group, Native Americans, was omitted from the pre-test questionnaire..
0,
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entering HuMan Relations have lower grand

-sample -(1t15 versus 2.22) but also lower: than the senior educatio
f
n majors

.

( .
.

-

(1.915 versus 2.072), .The lowest 'grand mean of all 1. produced by the

''."

exiting Human Relations students(1.698 velus Boiardusis 2.2. these
- 4

a
. .. .

-. compavisons are illustrated graphically J.n Figure,3.

4
4

O

mean not only- than the 1956

.

Figure 3. :Comparison of the Grand Mean Social DistancAcores Among.
Bogardus's.19A,Sample and Five'1979 UWP Samples

s.1

.4.0

'

\Grand Mean,
3%0

3.139
F

Range = 1-8 2:5
I - 2.467

2.0 2.072 191

1.5

1.0

0.5

O.

s. °

1.698

a3

rn

I

GrOup 1, Principles of Sociology,

Group 2, Psychology of Human Sexuality

Group 3, tEducational Evaluation

'Source: Bogardus, 1958; Table 2.

, M.

0

u,

41/f

. 4 12.

Group 4, Human Relations, Pre-test

Group 5, Human Relations, Post-test

14,

V

44.
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' , Another point to consider in the comp iso%n of the 1956 Bogardus .sample

and the five 1979 UWP samples is.thg relative ranking of the various raeial

. ,
and ethnic groups. In the years .since 1956, some 9.nority groups have been

more demonstrative, wocal*and active than others of the groups listed. Also,

during studerits' careers at the university,, they receive varied information
41"

about and'exposute to the several groups. One might- ask if these selective.

-..
factors have altered the rankings of the ethnic and racial groups in terms'bf

their relative social distAce. Table 3 presents the mean ranks for the 17

grlups,under consideration-by the Bogardus respondents and by the UWP

respondents.

..Table 3. Rank of the Means for 17 Ethnic,gnd Racial Groups by Bogardus's
1956 Respondentd and 1979 UWP Respondents

A
Ethnic or Racial

Group-
4p,

4-4
Ng, 0

(O.

o 64
o u
O E
3-1 0

C.)

t13

Canadians

English

'Germans

Italian's

Poles

Greeks

Jews

1

2

3

4 .

5

6
.

7

4

2'

1

3

15,

5

8

2

1

3

4

' 17

5

7

.

2

1

3

4

17

8

10

.---'''

4 .5

1

3

4

2

7

10 '

3

' 2

1

4

5

10

8

Czechs 8 7 6 7 8 7

Japanese, '9 10 11 6 11 9

Native Americans 10 6 8 ,5 6 6

Chicanos 11 12 14
--

14
.

:12 . 14

Turks 12 17 16 16 14 17

Russians 13 13 12 13 13 15

Chinese 14 11 13 9 16 13

Blacks 15 9 9 11 9 11

Indians (India) 16 14 15 15 15 .16

Koreans 17 14 10 12 - 17 12

2053 46. 22 23

gpurce: Bogardus, 1958; 1979 UWP questionnaire ;late. 15
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Kendall's coefficient of concordance,Isymbolizedrby.W,,is a method of
*.,

,

measuring the extent to which there is agreement between the ranking411of cases
. ..-

, .

on a numberof variables (Downey, 1975:274f0%, It qs a measure of association. 4',

'4
. -1 - 4

....x

The higher the value of,W.(rit ranges between V.00 and 1.00), the. greater the

agreement on the rankings, the
.
groupsof the.17racial and nic groups by

_ ..., .

ci.
.

:-..r. -

of respondents.' The formula for.W is
.. . .

'14

-w=
s

. (1/12)(k)(N3-N)

-4wher4 s= sum of the.Squares of differences between observed and

expected rank,tums

k= number of variables ranked-

N= number of cases in the %ample

Table 4 presents the computation for Kendall's W.

lt690 J.1690
W= 0.80

(1/12)(36)(4896) 140.8

.W= .80 represents a fairly large agreement. We can test whether W statistically

significant by transforming W into a chksquared value with d.f.=N-1, wherein:.

x2= S
*

(1/12) kN(N+1).

To 'compute,

x
2
=

11690 11690 = 76.41

(1/12)(6517)(17+1)' 153

A chi-squared value of 76.41 with 16:degrees of freedom is statistically

significant at the 0.001 level. That. -is to say, the relative rankings of the

17 ethnic and racial groups,has rema ned fairly consistent over the last 23

years. While there have,been minor'shifts within the, ranking _the rankings

have remained stable over time. s,

16



Table 4: Computation of Kendall's W for the Mean Ranking of 17 Ethnic
and Racial Gtoups.by BOOrdus's 1956 Respondents and,1979
UWP ResObipents.

Ethnic /Racial Group Observed Rank Sum Expected Rank Sum'

15

Squared

Difference Differenc,

Canadians

English

Germans

Italians 7

Poles :

.

Greeks

Jews . .

Czechs

Japanese. ,

Native Awicans/

Chicanos ,

Turks

Russians

Chinese .

Blacks
.,...,

Indians (India)

Koreans

1

.

,

.

.

""

.

17

9

14

23
,

61

41

50

43

56

41

77
92

79

76

64

93

82

'..

1

.

/

f

.

all

- ,

,

c

.

.

54

-54

.54
.

- 54

. 54

54
A

I . 54

54

54

54

54

54

54

54

.
54

,54

54

' .

. ..

.

.

-

.

...

,

/

.

-33

-45

-40.

-31

+7

-13

-4,

-11

+2

-13

+23

.+38

+25
.4.

+22

+10

+39

+28

I

1089

-2025

1600

961

49

169

16

121

4

169

529

1444

625

'484

.

100

k,
1521

' ?84

,

.

918 11690

-I,

Source: Bogardus, 1958; 1979 OWP questionnaiie.datactDowney,.1975.
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analysisy y of the comparisons between Bogardus's 1956 data and my'1979

t
t

Y y

data thus suggests sievLal
%
conclusions. 'First, it appears that the social

4 .

. .4

distance from several racial and ethnic groups expressed by my underclassmen
. . x

respondents'is even greater than that of Bogardus's respondents. Second, thee

,non-education majors t UWP'reveal less social distance fl,om those groups

than do the underclassmen. Perhaps a liberal education reduces'the forces of

prejudice. Third, the senior education majors at UWP report less social'

ti

distance than the non-education major seniors and qite a bit less than the

underclassilen, and even less social distance than do Bogardus's respondents.

Perhap the professional education program is even more effective in dimin-

ishingicial distance than is the general university education. Fourth,

both the pre-test andthe post-test Auman Relations students'report the lowest
411,

social distance of all the groups measured, with the post-test students report-
,

ing the least social distance of all. .Perhaps UWP's human,reldrions-program

is effective in reducing prejudice. But I still puzzled by the

increased social distance evidenced between the iemporl.ly earlier Human

Relations post-test respondents and the later Educational
'

Evaluation respondents.
.

FURTHER ANALYSIS OF THE DATA: THE 1979 UOIISAMPLES

When we narrow our attention to the five 1979 UWP samples, we discover

that our scope'has widened to include a larger number of racial and ethnic

groups and to include more powerful statistical tools. As you may have noted

.when you looked at. Figure 1, my Social Distance Scale instrument asked the

respondents to rate 26 different racia,l, ethnic and sexual groups. I want

to hold two of those groups (Pyrenian (a fictitious group] and Homosexual).

for later 'examination. Now; I shall. be concerned with 24 groups instead of

the 17 preViously mentioned groups thich overlap with Bogardus's groups. The

/r4

groups and their meanc1;!pgg'Ice_lired in Table 5 (page 17) /4
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Table 5. Mean S+Ial Distance Ratings of 24 Racial and Ethnic Groups
.

by

5 UWP Samples; N=200 .
. .

. Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 Group 5
Racial or Ethnic Group 1 Psych. of Educational Human Rel. Human Rel.

Group Principles of Human Evaluation Pre-es't Post-test

',?'
/ Sociology Sexuality

Italian

Jewish

Koreans

Canadians

Chicanos

Indians (India)

Turks

Poles

Blacks-

Chinese -

Germans

Native Americans

Czechs.

Purt13 Rican

Gn6aian

English

Pakistani

- Russians

Japanese

Australians

Hawaiians

Greeks

Vietnamese

Venezuelan

2.178

3.222

3.818

2.369

3.756

3.913

4.000

-3.877

3.378

.478

1.978

2.68/

2.867

3.489

3.932.

2.044

3.818
. .

3.795

3.432

2.093, 1.682

2.047', 1.727

2.581 2.091

4.837 6.357

3.023

3.192 2.641

46 22

2.000

2.318

2.590

1.773

3.045

3.091.

3.091

-3:708

2.409

2.714

1.864

'

2.136

2.619

3.100

1.429

3.363

2.681

i.h36

1.652

2.087

2.174

1.227

2.565

2.652

2.652

4:091

2.10

2.043

1.364

1.652

1.864

2.a91

2.818

1.190

2.609

2.348

1.667

1.773

[ 1.435

1.870

5.158.

2.478

2.245

23.

1.280

2.280

2.460

'1.440

2.306

2.408

2.400

1.150

2.200

2.417

1.160

1.804

2.120

2.840

1.096

2.7004

2,392'

2,300

1.280

1:927
. .

1.160

2.018

2.070'

2.250

1.403

1.911)

1.982

1.123

1.526

1.661

1.875

2.059.

1.146 .

2.127

.2,.035

1.306 1.426

1.509, 1.321

1.551 ' 1.828

3.929 1.889,

2.039 1.821

2.047

52

1.724

57

Source: 1979 UWP questionnaire data.

4
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We notice- immediately that the relationships among the five samplep,when

. rating 24 instead of 17 ethhic and racial groups is unchanged. The underdlassr

men (group 1) have the highest mean social distance (3.192), followed.,in order,,

by the non-education major seniors (2.641), the educationmgjor seniors (2.245), the

Human Relations pre-test (2.047); and-,-fthe.Human Relations post-test (1.724).

With the addition'of seven more ethnic and racial groups, the ranges of

the mean social digInce scores increase. air the.underclassmen,*the highest

rated group, the Vi/.,pnamese, have a mean score of 4.837. 4fisa4letnamese are

also the highest rated group for theinon-educatiOn major seniors (at 6.357, much
4

higher than for the underclassmen); for the:education major senicA'/ s (5.158);

and for the thim 'Relations pre-test (3.129); ar the.Human Relations Post-test

it is the Turks,.(2.250). Notice as well that the highest mean social distance '

.

cosre for t he Hyman Re ations post-test group is lower than the grand mean

score for the underclassmen or for the non-education major seniors. Again,

at first glance, it appearS\that the Human Relations program is reducing

students' social distance from'others.

4

Table (page 19) pAtents the ranki gs of theean social distakce scores

for thg 7,k'ethnic and racial groups'by the five UWP samples, Again,- endall's

a
'111P

W c- an

4
be used to measure thedegree of agreement among the five samples in

their rankings of the'24 racial and ethnic groups.,

Y=
S

(1/12)(k2)(0-N)

W=
26540.2

C
Vs*

26540.2
= 0.92

(1/12)(5
2
)(24

3
-24)

2875040,

df
" .W = .92 represihts a very large degree of agreement. Again, we can tgat,whether

W is statistically sfignificant by transform

(Pe

g W into a chi - squared value:
.

2t)

M

\
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Table 6. Ranks of the-Means for 24 Ethnic and Racial Groups by 5 UWP
Samples; N=200.

144 4-4 i
0 t 0* 1-1

4 co

17 1
m
w >.,

t-4 to

p., 0
to x
0 w

;Li 0. 0 Ts1 ,-.1 C1)

Ethnic or Ra)ial 4 .-4 00. U 0 i 014 0.

0 ,-1 u o >, S14 0 0Groups
14 14 0 'AP

I

0
f-1

0
0

1E4

I.

19.

4.n

-0 0

44 c1.1 -0
14-1 0 Wri 1)

A 0 u.

WWX0
P 0 PWW0
0 C4
rn

0 3 I:4
1-$ 7.1

.0 4-I Q (1., 0 4-4
(1) 1:0 0 0

. . -

Germans
A

English

Hawaiians.

Australians .

Italians 8

Canadialls

'Greeks

Native
I

Americans

'Czechs

Venezuelans

Jews

Blacks

Jap4lese

Chinese '

Puerto Ricans

Chicanos

Russians

Koreans "
Pakistani j

Poles ,

Indians (India)

Ghanaians
_

Turks

Vietnamese

N=

.

'

1

,

3 .

'4

5
,

.6

7 1

8
. ,

9

10 -

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

196

2d,

2],

22

23

24

,/ -

1 46

,

5

1

3

2
-

6

4

7

10 I,

81 '

13 -

9

1 "`t

15

17

14

18

16'
.

12

22

23

19

21

20

24

22*

3

1

4

8

5

2

:10 .

6

9

17

12

13

7

ll

16

1/8

15

14

19

23

.20

22
.

21

4
.

23

-

1

1

7

5

4

6
.

9

8

10

... 11

14

13

15

I 20

(-12

/ 16

MAN

21

22

2
.

19

23

18

24

52

.

4

r

1

2

5

7

4

3

13

8

9

12

10

16

11

18

14

.19

20

17

23

6'

22

21

24

15

,

57,

.

4

...

-

1:

13

7

2

26,

2k

21

46'

4a

45

L3

56

65

61

80

71

87

85

82

105

74

. 101

109

106

111.

.

.

2361:9

2981.2

3552.2
.

1267:4

1413.8

1648.4

243)

466.6

275.6

t° 1.9

31.4

. 11.6

0.4-

338.6

88.4
C'e
.:'C 65:2
5

547.6

416.2

1883.6

153.8

'1.552.4

2246.8

1971.4

:2440.4

.1480 2,. 26540.2

:Expected rank sum = mean rank pm = 14'80/24 = 61.6

N
4 2.1
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x
2
=

S 26540.2

(1/12)kN(N+1) (1/12)(5.24)(244.1)

2.65402
= 106.16

250

r
A chi-squaDed value.of 106.16 with24 degrees of freedom is statistically

significant at.the 0.001 level. More simply stated, the rd*kive rankings of

20

., .-.....-..

*the social distance means among'the five sampfes is very consistent. While
,4

i

the mean soci4 distance values may be reduced by ,the human relations program,
I.

the relative statuses of these ethnic and riaial groups remains ,unchanged.

So far, though, the most'important methodological questiorLabout my data

,jigs teen unanswered as one inspects the mean social .distance score the

. .

24 ethnic and racial groups.
,/

Those means appear to be quite differ e It

' 11

ma) appear obvious that, for example, the reduction of the 'mean for the Germans

ftom 11978 (the Principles'of Sociology group).41wn to-1.864, then to 1.364,
11 , .

. thento.1.160 and finally to 1.123 (the Human Relations post-test group) is
fr.

I.

a large .and significant diminution. Bdt is the reduction significant, or

couldlit have been producedtsfMply bysampling et tor? A statistical test to
NI 4

,.determine - whether the reduction is a "real" one or arises.from error is the

analysis of variance. The general method analysis of variance is to'

test whether the'mean of seyer4.samples come from the same population.

If the means do so, then one cannot conclude that the means are measur any

real change, but rather refl t random error.

Table 7 (page 21) lists the ethnic and racial groups; the distributionof

F from a statistical table (Loether'and McTavish, 1976:601), computed_F-Aatios

for each ethnic or racial group, a decision about the sliiificande of the computed

.F-ratlo, and levels of significance. As we can see from Table 7, the compdted

F-ratios a4P greater than the,Tabje F values at least at the 0.05 leVel of,
t

significance for the five means for -each of the ethnic or racial groups, except

for.two (Australian and Hawaiian). Three,of the computed F-ratios are significant.
.4

only at the .05 level, another threetale Significant at

/
th .01 level, whfile

22. ,

110
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7. F-Ratios for the Means for Each Ethnic and Racial Group for Five
Samples, UWP, 1979; Total N=200.

Ethnic or Racial
Group

F-Ratio, Table F-ratio A Level of'

4,02 computed Significant? Significance

Italians

Jews

Koreans

Canadians

Chicanos.

Indians (India,

Turks '

Poi

Blacks

-Chinese

Germans

Native
/
Americans

Czechs

Puerto Ricang

Ghanaians.

English

Pakistani

Russians

# Japanese

Australians.

Hawaiians

Greeks

Vietnamese.

Venezue lans

O

.32

4.62

4:62

4.62

4.62

4.62

4.62,

.2.45

4.62

4.62

4.6,2

5.42*

,3.32

7
4.62

4.62

4.62

4.62

. 3.32

4.62,

2.37

)2.37

2.37

4,62

2.37

4

a-

' 4.126

5.23

7.969.

4.842

7.656

5.517 '

7.376

540?

4.998

'6.215

4.068

6.622

5,638

6.057

5.165

4.502

7.052

2.124

2.206

2.540

5.873

3.189

21

Yets

Yes

Yes

Yes.

Yes

. P4.
Yes

'Yes

.01

.001^

.001

.001 1

.001

.001

.001
U

.05

000' 1

Yes .001

Yes .001

Yes '.001

Yes

.Ye s ,001

Yes .001'

Yes .001

Yes .001

Yes

Yes .001

No .05

No ' .05

Yes t' '.05

Yes .001

Yes .05

* F-ratio table value at 3,00. 23
Source#toether and M7.gvish,/A976:601; 197 UWP questionnaire. data.
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16 of the 24 7-ratios are 'significant at the .001 level.

\1,
22

This, analysis of variance supports a conclusion that the means of the

social distance scores do reflect a reduction of the social distance among

members of ourgamples as "t tc progress through the human relations program at

UW,P, Whether inadvertently or by plan, studentslwho gradUate frowthe College

of Education at UWP report significantly lower social distance scores than
/ \

graduates in other Colleges, as well as much lower scores .than underclassmen

at UWP. Whenone considers that the so ial distance scores of students diminisht

between entering and exiting Hulk Relaticins one may have confidence that

,
.

participation in that class does result in reportgd lower social distance,

. .

implication, in a lesser degree'of prejudice. '
'

fir:can illustrate the clianges in the ial distance of qiudentS\

.;

as tJiey progress through' their careers at UWP- See Figure 4, page 23). As

c

Figure 4 shows, there is_adeclind in the social distance scores of non-education
oar

major students as ;hey move from underclassmen to senior class status.i The

reduction in the scores for these-students (fr i 3.192 to 2.641) is not great,

a difference of 0.551; but it IS in the direction of lesser expressions,

a

of prejudice: The difference in the scores of underclassmen and education major

seniors iskgreater (from 3192 to 2.245, a difference of 0.7470, but the differ:

ence betWeen the mean scores is not large. The change between the scores of

,

Iniderclassmen and the, Human Relations post-test grodp is far greater than either

of thoSe previously discussed (from 3.192 to 1.724, a difference of ,1.468).

This change between the underclassmen and the Human Relations post-test is

almost three times as great as that between,the underclassmen and the non-
,

a

education major seniors (1.468 versus 0.551) and almost twice as great as the

difference between underclassmen and education major seniors (1.468 versus

e.747). Th effectiveness of'the Human Reltions course in changing 'expressions

of prejudice clearly seems to be greater than, that of'the general university



(.

Figure 4.
,

GRAND

Sample:

Grand Mean'Sli)cial Distance RatAggs of 24 Racial and Ethnic
i
Groups

by 5 UO Samples, Plotted.on Tatporal and Vocational Model of
the Five Samples'

23'

Group 1 Group 4 Grou 5 Group 2/Group 3

Academic, Class: Underclassmen Juniors / Seniors Seniors

Group 1: PrinciplOgot-Sucialagyr N=46
Group 2: Psychology of Human Sexuality, N=22
Gt.oup 3: Educational Evaluation; N=23
Group 4: Human Relatiohs Pre -Test, N=52
Group 5: Human Relations Post,Ttest, N=57

Source: Figure 2 ;Table 5
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.

education. I am, still at a loss to explain the,rise in the'social distance

score' aftei,students exit from the Human Relations course.
d
. -

Two final notes are in order. First, the means for one group on the.

1

Social Distance ,Scale may indicate that the' repotted reduction in prejudice

on the part of our students is generalizable beyond the spedific racial and

ethnic groups considered in dur human telations
q

'Classes. One of CtiQ listed
i .

' '

groups is the Pyrenians. As far as I knOw, the PIrtnians are non-existent. ,
,

NevertheleSs, the underclassmen (or at least 43 of'the 46 respondents) rated

etem as.well as'the other groups. The mean social distance spore for the

Pyrenians by the underclassmen equals 3.884, above the gNhd mean of 3.192.

-

The Pyrenians are ranked with the Indi n (India), at 3.913, the Koreans,at

4
3.818:6d others. Yet the Pyrenian all scores decline parallel to thos_e

other groups. The difference in the means fOir the Pyrenians prOduces a -ratio

of 5.37,..which is significant at .the .001 level., This pattern may indicate
.

414

response set among the respondents; or it may point to a general decline

in prejudice among the respondents. Either way, the respondents report'lower

social distance.
eek

f

Second, disturbing note. Homosexuals were included on the Social Distance

Scale: For all five UWP samples, the mean Social 'distance score for nOrposexuals.'

was the highest for-all ethnic, racial and sexual groups (see cable F). But,
4- e^

counter to the trend for other ethni6-and social groups,- the mean score for It

Table Et. Meat Social Distance Scores for Homosexuals, Five UWP Samples; N-195
el co

0 o .-1 -.4-4J
4J

m Cd 0 Cd Cd

CI) > , 0 0 ri s ri 4.J NH al 0 li 0 4-1 0 .1-1

"I 2' 9 "7g 4 D. ' V 1-4

0. c4 el Nu, c4 w d i

.? CI. CJ 0 iZI.P.0 0 Cd CI. Cd 0 CI. 0 13 0. 0 I 43

g
'

0 0,..1 0 CJ Cd 0 0 CJ r-1 0 Cd 1 0 CI3 4-1

' 0 -1 c.) 0 ,taX o0W 0 El w o El m
I-1 /40. ' $4MO43 I-1 '0 I-1 0 I1 I-1 0 0 I

Oa, (14 C/) 0 P-4 = C/) CIL 44 14 0. = P4 Ci = 44 P.

Mean 'Score 4.860 3.373 / 5.39. 4.404 3.018 4 6.775, sig.' at .001
4

_ ...
r.

26- ,4



the education major seniors (5.391) is farhigher than for any otter sample.

//
The increase between the-Huma Relations pose -test (3.018) and the education

major seniors equals 2.373, a v ry large increase. I am notoeble to guess

the source'of'this hemOphobia, t it is* matter of'some concern. Never-
.- 0

theless, the analysis of varianc of the mean scores'for Homosexual's yields an

/

F-ratio of 6.775 which is significant at the .001 level.

CONCLUSIONS'

UWP is nowln its seventh year of compliance withthe DPI human relations

requirement., It program, consisting of.three different courses, is designed

? .

to make a'8erious effort at the reduction of prejudice/ among its candidates for

-teacher certification. ,The students in one of those courses composed the base

samples for this project. A vfirsion of-the 'Social Distance Scalp wq

administered
A

to those two groups oflitedenCrInd to three control' groups.

The three control groups consisted of one class-of general underclassmen,
' P

one class of non-education major seniors, and-s of education major seniors.

The scores of.these five groups were compared among the groups` and also with

7

a 1956cSurvey by Emory Bogardus. The mean scores for 174opthnic tnd racial

groups by 1979 UWP underclassmen'were higher than those by Bogar 1956 ,

national sample. A high degree of agreemeet onthe rankings of the 17 groups
ei

between the five UWP samples and the Bogardus sample was found (W=.80, x2=76.41,

significant at the level).

When the analy focused only on the UWP samp , he mean scores were

found to have two.patterns. .First, the.mean scores declined betwe n a sample
-

,

of general underclass"men,and one of nonaeducation major seniors. Second, the

mean scores.declined between the underclassmen sample and the'Human Relations

pre-teSt sami4e, tyeedeclin d further betwe6n the Human Relations pre-test

/ L
'. and, the Human Relations post7rest, but then increased between the Hunan

Relations post-test and the senior education-major sample. No satisfactory
0

4 27
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explanation for this last increase was discovered. There was a very high

degree of agreement among the scores of the five 1J 4P samples (W=.92, x2=106.16,

significant at the .001 level). An analysisof variance -of the 24 sets

means for racial and ethnic groups prRduced F-ratios significant at the .05

or less level of significance for 22 of the group% Significant F-ratios

wexe also produced for the five mean scores for a.non-existent ethnic group

(Pyrenians) and for a sexual group (Homosexuals).

These analyses of variance suggest that the UWP human relations program
%

does produce measurably lower social distances among its students. The
, .

particular effects of the Human Relations class in loweriwsoeial distance

$,
seem clear.
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